From: Alex Krislov (SL17), 76703,243 

To: Roger Bruce Feinman, 75530,3540 

Topic: Worst Evidence 

Msg #85919 

Section: Coventry [17] 

Forum: Political Debate+ 

Date: Tue, May 25, 1993, 1:37:27 PM 



Date: Wednesday, June 2, 1993 



Roger, 

As promised, I've gone over your essay in considerable detail. As you might 
imagine from the title I've posted here, I still have problems with it. For our 
purposes, though, I'll stick to issues of ad hominem arguments and potentially 
libelous remarks. 

Let's start right at the top. Your first line is, "Why did Macmillan fail to make 

due inquiry before publishing David Lifton's 'Best Evidence'?" But you don't 
substantiate this. All you have to bolster it is that the two researchers _you_ 
prefer weren't given a shot at the book. This is an attack on Macmillan, albeit a 
minor one. In truth, if all the attacks in the essay were as mild — and 
inconsequential — as this, I wouldn't worry about it; 

But two paragraphs later, you've become the Great Kreskin. "...pretending all the 
while that he had some great secret which he would never agree to reveal? The 
reason is that he had nothing." Pretending? And just how do you knoto this, Roger? 
Magic? Telepathy? Maybe he had what he considered a momentous secret indeed. Yet 
you portray deliberate deception here. . .without quite using the word liar. Later 
on, you're more direct (arid way out of line). 

The next paragraph contains the biggest rowser in the file. Please don't take 
offense, Roger, but it made me burst out laughing. You demand to know why it took 

"nearly three years to rewrite his original manuscript." You say that if the book 

needed a rewrite, "Macmillan would have rewritten the book for him and rushed it 
into print!" 

I don’t know how many writers you've known, Roger. I have known — and still know — 
hundreds of them. And I don't know ANY who would fail to say, "No [expletive 

deleted] way! This is MY book!" to a publisher which offered to "rewrite" the book 

for him [or her] . 

Three years is NOT a long time, especially when rewriting a work that represents 
the work of an even longer period. Hell, Roger, I've been working on two books for 
four years. I'm not rushing either; I'll know when they're ready. (No, they're 

not about conspiracies; one deals with my son's death, and the other is a science- 
fiction novel.) 

Instead of drawing weird inferences from Macmillan's readiness to give Lifton the 
extra time he needed to do the book to his satisfaction, you should be 
_congratulating_ them. Some publishers _would_ have demanded the copy now, now, 
now. A few--and, yes, Macmillan has this reputation — are willing to give . the 
writer some extra room, the space and resources necessary to do a book right. 

But I repeat: most writers do not say, "Gosh, to get my name into print, I'll be 

happy to let somebody else rewrite my book!" I've seen virtual wars over that sort 

of thing when it occured. 

But let's pretend, just for fun, that there IS something odd about that three-year 
revision. - 

If there is, there's a line in your essay that's even odder. 

For in the _very next paragraphs you write, "the obvious haste with which the 
later chapters of the book are forumulated, relative to the earlier portion of the 

book, all tend to the conclusion that Lifton had an urgent need for cash." 
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